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Introduction 
•rne llational Commission on the Future of State Colleges and Un.i.versitic.s, 
a comr.lission of the American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 
in cooperation with Morehead State University and the United States Office 
of Education, co-sponsored a series of national workshops on long-range 
planning. The participants in the eignt regional workshops were individuals 
iaentif ied by their presidents as persons responsible for planning and 
development on the campus of state colleges and universities. 
This document was prepared to give an overview for workshop 
participants of what is taking place in the area of Planning for Change 
in state systems throughout the United States. 
Tne study is divided into four sections: 
Section I 
Procedure and states responding to study inquiry. 
Section II 
Availability of state-wide standards to be used in comprehensive 
planning in Higher Education . 
Section III 
Summary of Long-Range Planning activities in Higher Education by states. 
Section IV 
Summary of findings of a study on State and National planning by the 
Academy for Educational Development, Washington, D.C. 
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Procedure 
' I 
I 
' .. ,,/ 
Sect ion I 
A letter was sent to the Higher Education pJ..anning body in each s t a t e 
requesting a response to three questions: 
1. Do you have a list of standard s followed in planning for Higher 
Education in your state? 
2. Do you have Long-Range Planning documents which are available 
for Higher Education in your state. 
In each case, if documents were available the states were requested 
to include these documents. The following information summarized t he 
results of this inquiry in terms of a response e i ther by letter, sending 
documents or both. 
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STATES RESPONDING TO INQUIRY 
BY LETTER/OR SENDING PUBLICATIONS 
STATE REPLY LETTER PUBLICATION 
Alabama yes x x 
Alaska no 
Arizona no 
Arkansas yes x x 
California yes x x 
Colorado yes x x 
Connecticut yes x 
Delaware yes x x 
Florida yes x x 
Georgia yes x x 
Hawaii no 
Idaho yes x x 
Illinois yes x x 
Indiana yes x x 
Iowa yes x 
Kansas yes x x 
Kentucky yes x x 
Louisiana no 
Maine yes x x 
Maryland yes x x 
l'1assachusat ts yes x x 
Michigan yes x x 
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!:iTATI:: liliVL'i LE'L"l'EH PUULICJ\'l' ION ----
tH11nesota 110 
Mississippi yes x x 
t1issouri no 
M.ontana yes x x 
Nebraska yes x x 
Nevada no 
New Hampshire yes x x 
New Jersey yes x 
New Mexico yes x x 
New York yes x x 
:-iorth Carolina yes x x 
Horth Dakota yes x 
Ohio yes x x 
Oklahoma yes x x 
Oregon yes x 
Pennsylvania yes x x 
Rhode I s land yes x 
Soutn Carolina yes x x 
South Dakota yes x x 
Tennessee yes x 
Texas yes x x 
Utah no 
Vermont yes x x 
Virginia yes x x 
Washington yes x x 
• 
:.;TATI:: 
Wast Vh:yi11i<t 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
llliPLY 
ll(J 
yes 
yes 
1,l~'l"l'E H PUllLIC/\'l'lUN 
x 
• 
Section II 
This section gives a summary of the availability of state-wide 
standards to be used in planni ng for Higher Education. 
If standards were available, the extent of t hese sta ndards are 
explained i n a very abbreviated form. For complete information one shoul d 
contact the state involved. 
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STATE 
Alab ama 
Alas ka 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Ca l ifornia 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delawa.re 
Florida 
Section II 
AVAILABILITY OF STATE-WIDE STANDARDS TO ilE USED IN 
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING IN HIGHER EDUCATIOU 
SUMMARY OF STATE-WIDE STANDARDS 
No statc-wiuc stand.:ir d!, were mentioneu 
in the literdture received from the 
state of AldUdllld. 
No reply. 
Ho reply. 
No statc-wiae stdndards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Arkansas. 
California's list of recent studies, 
reports, and position papers includes 
t he following: 
Library Physical Plant Standards for 
Junior Colleges (3/28/u7) 
Space and Utilization Stanaards, 
California Public Higher Education 
(1%6 ) 
Planning guidelines for construction 
of facilities at the state-supported 
colleges and universities in Colorado/ 
Colorado prefers to lauel tnese figures 
as "guidelines" rather than "standards" 
since they quite often deviate from the 
guidelines upon representation of justifi-
cation . Guidelines relating to operat-
ing budgets. 
No state-wide stanudrc.ls were rnentioneu 
in the literature received from the 
sta te of Connecticut . 
Space inventory and utilization data 
were based on the standards proposed by 
the U.S. Office of Education. Estimated 
constr uction cost per unit of space is 
based on $41.00 per gross square foot. 
System-wide admission policies dre 
established by the Board of Regents with 
the concurrence of tne State Board of 
Education. 
• 
STATE 
Florida (continued) 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
• 
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SUt~-tARY OF STATE-WIDE STANDARDS 
The square footage approach has been 
accepted by the state as an orderly 
process for justifying and evaluating 
capital outlay needs. A student work-
load-oriented analysis is used as the 
basis for evdluating the instruction 
and research needs for the university 
system. 
Georgia requires all of its institutions 
to be accredited by the Soutilern 
Association of Colleges and Schools and 
considers this as minimum standards 
for institutional operation. 
No reply. 
No state-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature r eceived from the 
state of I daho. 
No state-wide s tandards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Illinois. 
No sta te-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature received fran tl1e 
state of Indiana. 
No state-wide standards have been 
developed • 
Some proposed standards (admission, 
utilization and space) are included in 
the "Formulation Process and Tentative 
Master Plan outline for Regents' Institu-
tions of Higher Education in Kansas. " 
No state-wide standards were rnentioned in 
the literature received. 
Ho reply . 
'Standai: Js" a nd/or maximums for state-
f unded (75\-25\) capit a l construction 
projects . 
Maryland does not have any one state-wide 
document (book of standards) similar to 
those set forth in other states . For the 
most part, t he University of Mary land , tne 
communi ty colleges, and t he six state col-
leges each set tl1eir own standards. How-
STATE 
Maryland (continued) 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
SUHMARY OF STATE-WIDE STANDARDS 
ever, there is a document entitled 
"OpercH . .l. g .JUuyeL Foi.1nul a'1 which 
d1 1..i: ... be,,. _ , uetal.l tilt.: current metho-
do~ogy .. •uich l.S being utilized by the 
stdte colleges in fonnulating t heir 
annual ope r a tiny l~ugcc i: ~ques~ 
No state-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Massachusetts. 
A study pres ently underway is consider-
ing ways of devising and using realistic 
and functional space standards. A state 
policy concerning institutional size, and 
the distribution of students among the 
institutions, is to be studied and 
recommended. The Executive Office, Bureau 
of Programs and Dudget does not have a 
book of standards . 
No reply. 
The Accreditation Commission of the 
State of Mississippi follows the same 
standards as those set forth by the 
Southern Association of Colleges and 
Universities. 
No reply. 
Has standards relating to space and 
utilization to be used in projecting space 
needs for the university system. Montana 
has just recently adopted a uniform 
admissions document . They have published, 
through the Higher Education Facilities 
Act Commission, a "Facilities Planning 
Guidelines Manual" and a "Long-Range 
Facilities and Space Needs Program ." 
Yet to be completed is a "Management 
Manua l . " 
J~t tempt1. g t o develop budget standards. 
No r ep ly. 
No standards mt::ntioned in the literature 
r eceived. 
No state-wide sta ndards were mentioned 
;~the liLerat ure received from the state 
of New Jersey. 
::iTA'l'i:: 
New York 
North Carolina 
Horth Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Sou th Dakota 
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::.lltUIAHY Ill" ;,,' l'A' l' l:. - \J I l it:. ::i'l'AllllAl<l•:.l 
J'li"'Y rln 11(' !- h 'l l."' frtT"l~tlf i'I ht1dqnf-l1 tq, 
standards o r fix cc.l ratios . 110··1ever , 
t hey do measure various relat i onships 
s i gnificant in determining funding 
l eve ls. 
Have adopted guidelines for the prepara-
tion of private college and universit y 
Master Plans, 1972. 
The state ' s long-range plan for higher 
education includes state policy con-
c e rning enrollments, admissions, a nd 
other institutional policie s. 
No standards mentioned in the l iterature 
received. 
Space and utilization standards est ablished 
by the Board of Regents. 
Institutions desiring to become co-
ordinated with the Oklahoma State System 
of Higher Education must meet the r equire-
ments set forth in the publication 
"Evaluation and Accreditation of Private 
and Municipal Institutions in Oklahoma 
Higher Education." Basic factors and 
criteria are used in determining the oper ating 
budget needs. Prescribed criteria 
and standards , rules and r egula-
t i ons are followed in the establis hment 
of a junior college . 
No standards mentioned in lite rature . 
No s tate-wide standards we r e mc ntioncc.! 
i n the literature rcccivcu from the state 
of Pennsylvania . 
Lat e response . 
I n June , 1970 , the Commission on Hi gher 
Education initiated a major planning effort 
designed to produce a statement of goals 
for higher education and to provide guide-
lines within which all segnents of the 
state interested in post-seconuary 
education can work together. Pro j ection 
of enrollments, f acilities, and f i nances 
are based on tilese guidelines or standards. 
Space and utilization standards have been 
adopted. 
STATE 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
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SUMMARY OF STATE-WIDE STANDARDS 
No state-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Tennessee. 
See summary of long-range planning. 
No reply. 
No state-wide standards are presently 
in use. 
No state-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Virginia. 
Washington's development of standards is 
reflected in the document on model budget 
systems in which the factors and ratios 
used in this are discussed. 
No standards mentioned in literature. 
No state-wide standards were mentioned 
in the literature received from the 
state of Wisconsin. 
Has no standards on a state-wide basis. 
' 
Section III 
In Section III, a brief description is given of the comprehensive 
planning efforts of each state. I t should be recognized that this 
sumoary is not intended to be exhaustive. If additional information is 
desired, one should contact the state involved. 
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STATE 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Section III 
SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING ACTIVITIES 
IN HIGHER EDUCATION BY STATES 
SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
l'..> 
A new agency is preparing t o do a lv~~­
range planning job for higher education. 
An outline of work to be completeJ n the 
next two years includes 154 stud~'-'"' <Lt 
a cost of $474,000. 
No reply. 
No reply. 
The 1968 Comprehensive Study of Higher 
Education in Arkansas was conducted by 
the Commission on Coordination of Highe.r 
Education Finance in Little Rock, J~kansas, 
September 4, 1968. The purpose of t.he 
study was to aid the General Assembly in 
its 1969 regular session and in the fu ~re 
in its consideration of the problem of 
higher education needs in central Arkansas. 
Phase I saw all institutions conductJng 
their individual role and scope studies. 
Phase II saw the status and project~ fut ure 
needs of Arkansas for all types of post-high 
school education and related research and 
community services being assessed. 
Phase III related the results of each 
of the first two phases and formulated 
role and scope programs for each t ype of 
higher educational institution in Arkansas. 
Phase IV of this plan which proJects through 
1980, shoul<l see the Commission on 
Coordination of Higher Educational Finance, 
tne institutions of higher l earning, 
citizens of the state, the governor, and 
the legislature working cooperatively to 
implement the reconunendations of the 
study. 
A list of studies, reports, and position 
papers was turned out from May of 1962 
through September of 1971, by the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education. 
STATE 
California (continued) 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
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SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
The purpose is to aid in better state-
wide p lanning and standards for higher 
education. 
The Association of State Institutions of 
Higher Education in Colorado has con-
ducted a major combined study of bui.l.ding 
needs at the eight state-supported 
institutions of higher learning in the state, 
in order to provide uniform planning 
guidelines for construction of facilities 
at the state-supported colleges and 
universities. This study was approved by 
the Colorado State Planning Division in 
May, 1964. Legislature established the 
Colorado Conunission on Higher Education in 
1965 with one of its principal functions 
to be budget review and recommendation of 
appropriations for the institutions and 
agencies of higher education. 
A report to the Commission for Higher 
Education, State of Connecticut, by the 
Arthur D. Little, Inc. Study Staff, on the 
assessment and projection of the resources 
and needs of independent higher education 
in Connecticut was conducted in March, 1971. 
In June, 1970, the Comrnission established 
four task forces with broad representa-
tion from the educational, business and 
civic conununities of the state. The 
advisory panels were asked to study four 
significant aspects of higher education: 
1. Needs: socio-economic, manpower, regional. 
2. Functional, scope, and structure of the 
state's higher education system. 
3. Financing. 
4. Qualitative and quantitative - performance 
and achievement. 
A report prepared for the state of Delaware 
Higher Education Aid Advisory Commission 
by an inter-institutional and inter-agency 
task force studied the following : 
1. Updated and refined enrollment projections. 
2. Updated and refined space inventory and 
utilization data . 
STATE 
Delaware (continued) 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
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SUHMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
3. Using the updated and refined en:rollment 
data, project space needs for vatious 
categories of facilities as of the fall 
term of the years 1975 and 1980. 
June, 1970. 
Legislative action recently was initiated 
to establish a long-range planning council 
for education. Now underway is a state-wide 
comprehensive survey of institutional master 
plans, public and private. 
The report of the Council for the Study of 
Higher Education in Florida (1955) marked 
the beginning of comprehensive planning for 
the state's institutions of higher learning. 
The present document, which is Phase. I of 
CODE, Comprehensive Development Plan of the 
State University System of Florida (1960-80), 
describes in broad design the current operation 
of the State University System, sets forth in 
general terms the future goals of the system, 
and outlines the policies and procedures to be 
followed in attaining the stated goals. CODE 
contains an assessment of major developments 
in post-high school education in Florida during 
the past decade, an analysis of the present 
educational scene, and an estimate of future 
requirements and needs. 
Phase II, which is now underway, will consist 
of detailed specifications for program growth 
and assignment of roles to universities with 
respect to·such programs. 
Phase III will consist of a detailed plan or 
workable drawings for each university. 
The Georgia Governor's Commission to Improve 
Education (1963) , has recommended that both 
the State Board of Education and the Board of 
Regents of the University System give greater 
attention to long-range planning and research 
units within their respective staffs to assist 
them in this area, and that they develop more 
effective cooperation in areas of mutual 
concern. 
No reply. 
STATE 
Iclaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
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SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
The State Board of Education in Idaho is 
currently involved in a planning process 
which will result in a state-wide plan for 
higher education. At the moment it concerns 
only the four senior institutions 
which are state supported but they are 
contemplating including the state-supported 
junior colleges. 
A master plan - Phase III, .:or higher 
education in Illinois (May , 1971) , would 
assess graduate and professional education 
within the state and plan for an efficient 
but adequate nwnl>er and variety of programs 
to accommodate the future needs of the state 
and its population. Phase III addresses a 
number of critical issues and recommends a 
variety of steps to enable the entire conununity 
of Illinois higher education, public 
and private, to respond. 
Just recently established a State Commissior 
for Higher Education. The Conunission's firs 
task is to develop a long-range plan for 
Indiana's post-high school educational system 
by January, 1973. Completed study; projection 
of enrollment in Indiana Colleges and 
Universities, 1972-82. 
The Iowa Board of Regents does not have a 
long-range plan for the inst~tutions under 
its jurisdiction. No state-wide standards 
have been developed for such plans. Each of 
the three universities is now developing a 
long-range academic plan (six years) under 
the aegis of an institutional committee o f 
academic vice presidents. It is anticipateu 
that these plans will be completed within 
approximately twelve months and that they 
will become the starting point for an overal: 
long-range plan for the Board. 
Formulation process and tentative master plc.;!. 
outline for Regents institutions of higher 
education in Kansas (second draft) • Revised 
June, 1971. 
The strategic plan which has been initiatea 
by the Regents' Institutions is comprised oL 
four steps or segments: 
STATJ.:: 
Kansas (continued) 
Kentucky 
Louis iana 
Maine 
Maryland 
l (j 
SUMMARY OF LONG-HANG!:: PLANNING 
1. A systems analysis of present conditions 
and the development of a swnrnary of 
discernable and anticipated future needs 
and priorities. 
2 . The establishment of preliminary strategic 
goals for the state system of higher 
education. 
3. The review and modification of the 
preliminary goals. 
4. Final review and approval of the goals 
by the appropriate governing boards. 
Concomitant with this development underway 
among Regents' Institutions is a Maste'r 
Planning Commission Report commissioned by 
the legislature to include all post-high 
school institutions in the state, both 
public and private. 
Kentucky does not have a "Master Plan", 
per se, adopted for its state-supported 
colleges and universities. However, each 
has a role and scope provided in the statutes. 
Tentative plans are being made for the 
development of a master plan. 
No reply. 
The state of Maine has no central agency 
which is concerned with long- range planning 
i n the field of higher education. The 
Uni versity of Maine system has a planning 
gr oup working on this for the public sector, 
but so far nothing has been forthcoming. Tne 
Office of Higher Education Facilities Com-
mission is concerned with comprehensive 
planning in the public and private sectors, 
but basically in regards to facilities. 
The state colleges of Maryland Program and 
Campus Plan (Januar y, 1970). The scope of 
this project is to i nclude goals, deter-
mination of space requirements, planning 
assumptions , planning guidelines and projected 
space r equirements , and a reconunended program 
for planning for each institution. There are 
two major project goa l s : 
STATE 
Maryland (continued) 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
I I 
SUMMARY OF LONG-RJ\NGE PLANNING 
l. The search for excellence in education, 
complemented and supplemented by 
creative programming and planning. 
2. To insure flexibility in progranuning 
and develoµnent by establishing planning 
criteria and guidelines thdt wm.ild 
respond to institutional goals . 
A recent conference of Trustees, Presidents, 
and Administrators was held for the purpose 
of beginning to plan the future of the slate 
college system. However, notlu.ng tangible 
resulted from this meeting. There was, 
however, a new respect for the nece:isity of 
long-range planning noticed. 
State plan for higher education in ,·1ichigan 
(revised February, 1970) was adopted by the 
State Board of Education officially on June 
11, 1969, for the purpose of developing a 
better coordinated higher education system 
in Michigan. It identifies 38 goals which 
the State Board of Education has set for 
accomplishment in the near future. 
No reply. 
Strengthening Mississippi's higner education 
through diversification, cooperation, and 
coordination (A report of a study of the 
role and scope of higher educational institu-
tions in Mississippi) November, 1966. Phase I, 
the present status a nd projected future needs 
of Mississippi for all types of post-high 
school education and related research and 
community services was assessed. Phase II 
of t he role and scope study was concerned 
with the type and scope and instruction, 
r esearch , and public service of each 
participating institution. It is believed 
that the reconunendations advanced, if 
implemented effectively, will bring about 
a much improved and strengthened program 
of higher education in Mississippi. 
No reply. 
The Higher Education Amendments of 19u6 
authorized the State Commissions, under 
Title I of the Higher Education Facilities 
Act of 1963, to coordinate a comprehensive 
facilities planning program. The objective 
of the comprehensive facilities planning 
STATE 
Montana (continued) 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New J ersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
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SUMMARY OF LONG-HANGE PLANNING 
program is to initiate a planning process at eac h 
institution of higher education in Montana 
that wi ll he lp provide for the most efficient 
use of the educational dollar . The planning 
will encompass the analysis of immediate, 
shor t- and long-range needs for the program, 
budget and facilities, in that order, and on 
a continuing basis. 
Does not have a central state-wide coordinating 
unit. The Board of Trustees, Board of Regents, 
and the new Technical Community College Board 
are responsible for state-wide governance of 
the colleges and universities . Attempting t o 
develop budget standards. The four state 
colleges are nearing completion of a state 
college long-range plan begun in 1970. 
No reply. 
The 1971 legislature set up a new commission , 
"To study and r epor t on the goals, purposes, 
organization and financing of the state 
University system and other aspects of lligher 
Education." The establishment in 19GG of the 
New Hampshire College and University Council 
to serve as a voluntary consortium adopted 
studies seeking projected enrollment and 
physical plant es timates and needs. 
Has made significant progress in the area o : 
l ong-range planning and the future (January , 
1970) inc ludes the development of a master 
plan for higher education. 
New Mexico does not have a "Master Plan" in 
the usual sense. Neither do they have a ny 
well-defined "long-range and future study 
procedures" for encourag ing positive change . 
They are currently just beginning a process 
of developing and spelling out state-wide 
and institutional goals and objectives coupled 
with the measures by whicn accomplishment of 
objectives is to be measured. 
In 1961, Legislation ves t ed in the Regents 
the responsibility for the preparation of a 
quadrennial state-wide plan for ti1e expansion 
and development of higher education. The¥ 
have instituted long-range planning in the 
areas of enrollment goals and the study o f 
space factors. 
STATE 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
I 1 
SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
The Board of Higher Education complet~d _n 
1Jb8 the state's first comp:r.ehensive long-
range plan for hiaher education. The 
report is updated each subsequent biennium. 
They (Stat e Board of Hig11er Education) say 
the state is strongly engaged with the 
problexn of long-range planning. However, 
they do not nave information to provide 
our study. 
The Master Plan - 1971 of the Ohio Board 
of Regents pres~nts a series of recommenda-
ticns for the development of public policy of 
the state of Onio affecting nigher educ'ltion in 
the decade of the 1970's . The Master Plan -
1971 itself actually consists of three parts: 
The first six sections are essentially cor.-
cerned with issues of broad purpose and of 
organizational structure; sections 7 through 
15, which constitute one-half of the Master 
Plan - 1971, contain reconunendations involving 
the programs of public institutions of 
higher education; and the final sections have 
to do with space, financing, and governance 
of higher education in Ohio. 
In June of 1969, the State Regents approved 
a plan for a study of "Junior College Needs 
in Oklahoma." One month later, a second 
study, "The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher 
Education", was commissioned, with special 
emphasis on upper d i vision and graduate level 
institutions and programs. Together, the two 
studies provided the framework for a compre-
hensive analysis of higher education needs in 
Oklahoma during the decade of the 70's, 
leading toward the development of a state plan 
designed to guide Oklahoma Higher Education 
through ci1e decade of the 1970's. 
Oregon's endeavors in long-range planning 
include (11) areas, from role and scope to 
campus and physical facilities planning. 
Long-range projection studies include student 
enrollment and manpower needs. 
1971 Master Plan for hi gher education in 
Pennsylvani a is more problem-oriented, direc-
ting its attention toward specific issues in 
STATE 
Pennsylvania (continued) 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
2U 
SUMMARY OF LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
higher education, such as the status of 
independent institutions, equalization 
of higher educational opportunity, con-
tinuing education and finances as well as 
to a more highly integrated system in 
which both state-supportea anu independent 
institutions are considered in the broad 
context of public service. 
Late response. 
Legislation established the Commission on 
Higher Education in 1967. The Commission 
is responsible for both short- and long-
range programs. 
In February, 1968, the South Dakota Legislature 
passed a bill, subsequently signed by the 
Governor, which provided for the creation 
of th( position of Commissioner of Higher 
Education in South Dakota. Among other 
things, the statute provided that tne 
Commissioner shall be responsible for the 
development of: 
l. an academic master plan pertaining to 
all public institutions of higher 
learning; a11a 
2. a public educational facilities master 
plan. 
A master plan for public higher education in 
South Dakota December, 1970, appraised the 
problems of higher education in this state 
and without a doubt, the two most common 
recommendations were: ( 1) "Close some of the 
colleges", and (2) "Convert two or three of 
the present campuses to junior colleges." The 
third most popular suggestion was to develop 
a single university of South Dakota with branch 
campuses. The fourth involved consolidation 
of programs. 
The Tennessee Higher Education Conunission is 
currently developing a master plan for higher 
education in the state. This plan will outlint-
the role and scope antl future development 
of higher education in each of the s tate 
universities that are members of the AASCU in 
Tennessee. 
S'rATE 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
21 
SUMMARY OF LONG-HANG!:: PI.J\NNING 
Designation of formulas adopted: February 
6, 1970, for use by the governor and 
legislative budget board in making aprro-
priation recommendations to the Sixty-Second 
Legislature and for use of the publ~c 
institutions by higher education in making 
appropriation requests for the 1971-72 
biennium. 
No reply. 
'l'he Vermont Higher Education Council, Inc. 
has JUSt recently voted to establish a 
continuing committee to s~udy the hiyher 
educdtion needs of Vermont, includ~ng both 
the public and private colleges and univer-
sities. Also, the public institutions, the 
University of Vermont, the three foux-year 
state colleges at Castleton, John!ion, an<.l 
Lyndon, and the t .... o-year Vermont Technical 
College at Randolph Center are working toward 
a merger of these institutions i~to a Vermont 
University. This will appear in a bill, not 
yet drafted, to be considered by the state 
legislature, which will meet in Jam..l.ary. 
The Virginia Plan for Higher Education, 1967, 
is Virginia's master plan to be used as a 
guide for the development of high€!r education 
in the Commonwealth during the decade 1967-77. 
This publication is due to be updated sometime 
within the next year. 
A proposed outline for a comprehensive plan in 
this state is under consideration, and if the 
presnet schedule holds, and the outline is not 
severely modified, the first planning phase 
will begin early next year, 1972. Higher 
Education Model Budget Analysis Systems ~as 
developed in February, 1971, in order to 
achieve a maxi.mum degree of cor.unonalty in the 
presentation and analysis of each institutions 
budget requests. 
Legislation established a Board of Regents to 
govern and coordinate all public higher 
education effective July 1, 1969. There is 
no state master plan. However, a study is 
being made from which a master plan will be 
developed. 
Proceedings of the Board of Regents of the 
state universities, January to December , 
1970. 
STATE 
Wyoming 
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SUMMARY OF LONG- RANGE PLANNING 
The Wyomi ng Higher Education Counc i l just 
recently began a s tudy to dete rmine if there 
is a need for long-range planning i n the 
stat e . 
• 
• 
• 
S~ction IV 
STATE AND NATIONAL PLANNING 
Throughout the country, the need for education to look ahead has 
never been greater. The present planning capabilities of institutions 
and of state and federal government s are inadequate to safeguard 
the future well-being of higher education , an<l its response to tne 
cnanging needs of individuals a.nd society. 
The following is a summary of the findings of a study done by 
the Academy for Educational Development, Washington, D.C., on the 
status of state-wide planning and the feasibility of establishing a 
national planning congress for higher education . 
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State Planning for Higher Education 
Summary of Findings 
l . Individual Institutions 
Most institutions are responsible for developing their own plans. 
2. Coordination of Planning 
3. 
This study identified more than 300 agencies, other than individual 
institutions, with some responsibility for higher education, so this 
in itself constitutes a coordination problem. 
In some states, higher education decisions are dependent upon the 
budgeting process. 
Some educational institutions have governing relationships with 
other states' agencies due to functional relations. 
Another coordinating problem area is the compliance with federal 
programs in aid of higher education, which has resulted in the 
proliferations of federally-supported state agencies. 
Official Coordination and Governing Agencies 
Most states recognize the need for systematic planning for higher 
education. 
Some 40 states have established statutory on constitutional agencies 
to coordinate overall planning for higher education. The functions 
of these state agencies vary from governing and regulating public 
institutions of higher education to varying degrees of control over 
planning and coordination. Among the 10 states without formal state-
wide agencies, a few have advisory bodies with limited functions. 
4. Functions of Official State-wide Planning Agencies 
Fourteen· of the state planning agencies maintain some responsibility 
for private institutions in overall planning for higher education. 
Twenty-eight of the state planning agencies coordinate medical 
education training. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Uineteen of the state planning agencies administer federal titles 
relating to facilities. 
Twelve of the state lJldnnJ. i.y dCJ<.mcicti alill1iiustcr stulicnt fin.:rnc.. ia.l 
did programs. 
Twenty-one of the state planning agencies have some r esponsibility 
for planning of j oint-secondary vocational-technical e ducation. 
5 . l1aster Plans 
Twenty-three states have compl etecl planning documents, eignt s tates 
are in the process of completing such a plan, and seven others 
expect to develop master plans. 
6. Associations 
Associations serve member states as a simulus for action and 
consultants for planning • 
National Planning for Higher Education 
Swmnary ·'Jf Findings 
Present status of Planning for Higher Education 
I. Pre sent efforts 
A. Present efforts are iuaaequate. 
B. Bxert small influence. 
c. Lack skilled planners 
D. Inadequate information . 
E. Confusion over wlia t planning really means . 
II. Pl anning within the states 
A. State coordinatiny agencies represent the most effect ive 
planning being done in higher educa tion today. 
B. Coordinating agencies depend on outside agenci es becaus e of 
funds from state legislature. 
C. Coordinating agencies fail in the i r exclusions of private 
higher education. 
D. Comprehensive state-wide planning is being restr a i ned due to 
the emergence of new state agencies and their support of 
various aspects of higher ec.ucation . 
E. overlapping responsibilities and confused planning exists i n 
several areas of higher education. 
III. Pl anning within institutions of higher education 
A. Present planning is very uneven. 
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B. Presidents who understand what it i s all about and l a r ge 
public universities exemplify the best comprehens i ve planning. 
c . Institutional planning is seldom docwnented as to the cos t or 
sources of funds. 
D. One cause for inadequate planning in institutions is their 
vulnerability to outside forces. 
E. State colleges often regard planning as a n instrument of 
external control. 
F. Conununity colleges have shown signs of good planning even t hough 
their future may be bound up by local , political and soci a l 
developments. 
G. Pri vate colleges and universities exemplify the best qual i ty of 
planning. 
I V. Planning within private organizations and regional higher education 
associations. 
A. Organizations such as W.I.C.H.E. have the advantage of drawing 
forces together to work on common problems , and they a l so 
• 
• 
• 
. ' 
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disseminate their findings to others. 
B. The Education Connnission of the State offers a structure 
that is national but no~ federal, with features of a detached 
research group as well ~s of a public body, that could 1 
provide for better national planning in higher education. i 
c. Private research in educational planning has tended to jus~ify 
and guide educational developments resulting from political 
decisions rather than to influence those decisions. 1 
V. Planning with the federal government 
A. Contrary to public opinions, the federal government engages in 
very few comprehensive planning documents with real influeAce 
on policy or operations. I 
B. The government has no reasonable way to coordinate the forth 
' plus separate agencies sponsoring programs in support of education. 
C. Lack of planners and administrators who understand plannin~ 
adversely affects federal as well as state education agencies. 
D. The absence of a federal policy on education continues as a major 
obstruction to better planning within the federal government. 
E. The out-,of-date material collected from the state colleges' and 
universities is of little use to the administrators working on 
institutional management. 
F. The internal papers prepared by the Bureau of the Budget s~rves as 
strong guides to agency programs and operations. 
G. The investigations of the Joint Economic Connnittee of the 
Congress into national ecot1omic concerns is the kind of national 
activity needed to shed light on all educational issues. ' 
H. Congress rejected the use bf Program Planning Budgeting system by 
the U.S. Office of Education when presenting programs for 
congressional review. 
I. The reorganizations within the Office of Education will help raise 
planning to a position of greater influence on internal policy 
and programs. 
VI. Findings: Prospects for Natidnal Planning 
The solution is to find effective means of involving regents, 
trustees, leg.isl a tors, taxpayers' organizations, parents, and 1 
' professional organizations in cooperative planning for all of education. 
